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Introduction 
This guideline is produced alongside ILRI’s strategy on research publishing that sets out some 
broader institutional principles for the publication of ILRI research outputs.  
 
Scope 
The numbers of papers a scientist publishes, the journals in which they are published and 
the rank of a scientist’s name on the author byline are all crucial to a Scientist’s career. 
Publications are crucial when it comes to contract renewal, promotions and funding. This is 
why there are often conflicts about whether one is included as an author and if so at which 
position. The question then is what criteria should be applied to determine authorship 
particularly with the extensive collaborative dimension that science has assumed. There is 
no universally acknowledged authorship ranking system for the assessment of who qualifies 
as an author. This policy therefore merely provides useful guidelines that will aid such 
assessment.  
 
These guidelines  
 provide clarifications on issues related to authorship for publications of ILRI 
scientists, in external publications. For internal publications, the ILRI Publication 
Committee guidelines can be used.  
 provide clarity on order of listing of authorship, acknowledgements, 
acknowledgements of partner (including donor) individuals and institutions.   
 guide on the issues of allocation of responsibility among contributors. 
 clarify the role in taking accountability for the publication, especially in case of any 
disagreements/controversies, media inquiries pertaining to the publication.  
 
Principles 
 The data has been collected using public funds and it is expected that all research 
findings as well as the data should be made publically available; 
 The preferred way of making findings publically available is through peer-reviewed 
publication. If this is not possible then working reports should be provided; 
 Data belongs to the project as a whole and not to the researchers who collected it; 
 However, the person carrying out a specific research activity should have first option 
of writing any output that was mainly based on their research project; 
 However, if this person is not able to publish within 2 years of completion of data 
analysis, then the ILRI can assign publication to someone else; 
 The PI may also agree for another scientist to be first author; 
 Where a paper based on the research activities coming from a specific research 
activity is written by someone other than the PI, the PI of the specific research 
activity should be a co-author; 
 Where someone does more than 70% of the writing and more than 70% of the 
analysis presented, they can be first author. However, this must be agreed with the 
other co-authors; 
 If someone has made no substantive contribution to conceptual framework, design, 
data collection, laboratory analysis, statistical analysis or drafting of the paper they 
would not normally be included as a co-author; 
 However, those involved in the research project, (e.g. other students, ILRI 
researchers) should be included as additional authors if their contribution warrants 
(see next section); 
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 One or more people with overall responsibility for the research group (i.e a research 
group leader such as the ILRI PI, ILRI coordinator, ILRI scientist or donor should be 
included as a co-author, as they are responsible for the framework and strategic 
agenda; 
 Where another project has made a substantial contribution to funding, training, +/or 
conceptual framework of the research activities, the PI or representative of this 
other project should be included as a co-author; 
 Where someone not involved in the field work or analysis makes a substantial 
contribution to writing, they should be included as a co-author; 
 All co-authors must agree to publication before submission to a journal (see next 
section for a discussion of who should be a co-author); 
 The ILRI PI must agree to publication before submission to a journal; 
 All publications must acknowledge funding and other support by donors and CGIAR 
research programs. 
 
Authorship 
With regard to multi-authored, multi-institutional studies there can be no single formula 
that determines what constitutes a substantive contribution. However substantive 
contributions to the following criteria represent activities that merit consideration of co-
authorship or some form of attribution: (a) Defining the research question to be addressed; 
(b) the development of: theoretical models; conceptual frameworks; data collection 
instruments or questionnaires or methodologies; analytical techniques; mathematical or 
statistical programs; (c) the collection of data, including – but not limited to – new 
information such as that obtained from a quantitative or qualitative survey or the collation 
of data found in secondary sources; (d) analysis of these data( if the person is involved only  
in data analysis, this should move to the acknowledgements- not authorship); (e) 
interpretation of findings, broadly defined so as to include insights based on theory or 
knowledge of the local context; (f) writing the paper. 
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The following checklist is proposed to aid the process of determining authorship: 
 
CONCEPT  Defining the research question to be addressed 
DESIGN  
The development of theoretical models; conceptual frameworks; data collection 
instruments or questionnaires or methodologies; analytical techniques; 
mathematical or statistical programs; 
  
SUPERVISION  
Oversight and responsibility for the organization and course of the project and 
the manuscript   
RESOURCES  
Provision of funds, equipment, space, personnel vital to the project  
  
MATERIAL  Provision of biological materials, reagents 
DATA COLLECTION 
&/or PROCESSING  
The collection of data, including – but not limited to – new information such as 
that obtained from a quantitative or qualitative survey or the collation of data 
found in secondary sources 
ANALYSIS &/or  
INTERPRETATION  
Responsibility for the interpretation of findings, broadly defined so as to include 
insights based on theory or knowledge of the local context  
LITERATURE 
SEARCH  
responsibility for this necessary function   
WRITING  responsibility for creating all or a substantive part of the manuscript   
CRITICAL REVIEW  
reworking the manuscript for intellectual content before submission, not just 
spelling and grammar checking   
OTHER  for novel contributions   
 
The above list also includes contributions that merely merit acknowledgment. 2 or 3 of the 
above criteria is suggested as minimum requirement for authorship but the appropriate 
minimum may depend on a case by case basis. It remains a judgment call whether a strong 
contribution to one of the above or some contributions across several of the above 
establishes consideration of co-authorship. If two of the above are covered, this typically 
establishes a case for co-authorship.  
 
For example someone whose only contribution to a paper was writing would only merit 
acknowledgement, but more comprehensive contributions, such as aiding the literature 
search and critical revision of the manuscript, might be considered worthy of authorship. If 
the only contribution of the statistician is data analysis and interpretation, an 
acknowledgement would be indicated. 
 
In addition to these activities, co-authorship requires that an individual explicitly approves 
the version to be published.  
 
Honorary authorship or gift authorship for someone who has made minimal contribution is 
inappropriate. 
 
Acknowledgment  
Individuals who have contributed to the work but are not authors should be mentioned in 
the “Acknowledgments,” where their contribution is described (e.g., they were 
enumerators, managed surveys, drafted, reviewed or edited the paper, provided guidance 
on statistical analysis, supervised the research, or provided funding). Any support obtained 
from individual or institutions in the field for data collection, support to technical team can 
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also be categorized as acknowledgement. The listing of acknowledgement should be at the 
discretion of supervisors and lead authors and may vary from case to case. For example, in 
some publications if the data analysis or field data collection work is very significant and 
central to the publication the team may decide to acknowledge this as one of the authors.  
 
The same applies to any consultants hired for the project that may have contributed 
towards the publication. If the consultant’s contribution is viewed by the team as significant- 
it can be categorized as one of the authors or else as acknowledgement. 
 
Whenever possible, the source of funding for the research should be acknowledged, 
including contributions of unrestricted donors and any associated CGIAR research 
program(s).       
 
Order of listing authors  
The senior author (here seniority is defined, not according to the author’s position in the 
organization but in accordance to the level of contribution of the person to the publication) 
is generally defined as the person who leads a study and makes maximum contribution to 
the work.  All the authors at the outset of a project should establish senior authorship, 
preferably in a written memorandum of understanding.  This memorandum of 
understanding should reference the authors’ agreement to abide by their departments’ 
policy on authorship. At the outset of the study the Senior Author should discuss the outline 
of work and a tentative Order of Authorship with the study participants.  
 
As projects proceed, agreements regarding authorship may need to be changed.  It is the 
responsibility of the senior author to assure that the contributions of study participants are 
properly recognized. The order of listing of authors will be in order of seniority. In case the 
authors have equal contributions, the order is determined by the alphabetical order of 
names or last names. 
 
The senior author has to take full responsibility of answering any queries, concerns and 
media inquiry on the publication- by taking a lead on keeping all other authors and institute 
informed of any developments. 
 
Process of determining authorship 
The determination of authorship and the order in which names are listed should be a 
participatory activity. It should be done explicitly by discussion among all individuals with a 
claim to authorship. Members of a research team are expected to discuss the issue of 
authorship before research is undertaken and written up. This discussion should lead to a 
clear understanding of planned research outputs and what is required of co-authors on each 
paper. It is the explicit responsibility of the project leader to develop a work plan that 
reflects this. Senior researchers should remember their responsibility to help junior 
researchers develop professionally; providing opportunities for co-authorship is one means 
to achieve this. The allocation of tasks and authorship may well change as a project unfolds. 
When this occurs, the project leader and team should meet to discuss and reallocate tasks 
and authorship as needed. 
 
It is suggested that a provisional listing and order be agreed at an early point in a project (for 
example, when the writing-up is begun) and then finalized when writing-up is complete. 
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Authorship allocation 
The purpose of this section is to document agreement on: who is entitled to be listed as a 
contributor, in what order ought the names of contributors to be shown in the “byline” on 
the title page of an article, who ought to take responsibility for what, and who else ought to 
be acknowledged? 
The aim is: 
(a) to ensure that no one with a legitimate claim to have their contribution acknowledged is 
excluded from the listed contributors (authors) 
(b) to ensure that the order in which contributors are listed is one that reflects (in 
descending order) the significance of the contribution of each   
(c) to minimize abuses such as “gift authorship” (sometimes called “guest authorship”), 
which may be granted for worthy aims (such as team cohesion) as well as unworthy 
ones (such as pandering to – or being bullied by - a superior) but which do not reflect a 
contribution; or “ghost authorship” (when significant contributors go unacknowledged 
or are acknowledged insufficiently) 
(d) to ensure that responsibility is clearly allocated amongst the contributors 
(e) to ensure that contributions which are not scholarly or scientific are appropriately and 
publicly acknowledged. 
 
There should always be a deliberative process to determine four matters in connection with 
authorship 
 who is to be listed as an author/contributor 
 who takes responsibility for what 
 the order of the names 
 the form of acknowledgement of others who do not meet the criteria for 
authorship/ contributorship 
 
 
A recommended procedure to determine authorship 
 The PI or other senior contributor will call a meeting expressly to discuss the matters 
listed above. 
 All who have contributed in any way to the research in question will be invited. If there is 
disagreement to who ought to be in the group the matter shall be referred to the Chief 
Scientist for adjudication. 
 There will be an open discussion of the principles to be applied to determining 
authorship and the order of names. The ‘Vancouver Definition’ of Authorship (see below) 
is commended as a possible guide. 
 The contributions that everyone has made will be reviewed and documented. 
 A simple algorithm is attached that may be used to aid the review of contributions or the 
determination of authorship and to inform the process by making some of the issues 
explicit.  
 Ties in the listing order may be settled either by listing the tied authors alphabetically or 
by putting the one for whom the publication has career significance before the other. 
 There will be an open discussion of the assignment of responsibilities. Every listed author 
must take responsibility for some significant element of the work in question. 
 There will be an open discussion of any other acknowledgements that ought to be made. 
This is also an opportunity to be generous and courteous to those (people and 
institutions) who may have helped the research process in any way. 
 If consensus cannot be reached on any of the above, the matter may be referred to the 
Chief Scientist for resolution. 
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The “Uniform Requirements” 
These have been drawn up as requirements for manuscripts submitted to biomedical journals 
by the International Committee of Medical Journal Editors.  
 
Authorship credit should be based on 1) substantial contributions to conception and design, 
or acquisition of data, or analysis and interpretation of data; 2) drafting the article or 
revising it critically for important intellectual content; and 3) final approval of the version to 
be published. Authors should meet conditions 1, 2, and 3.   
 
All contributors who do not meet the criteria for authorship should be listed in an 
acknowledgments section. Examples of those who might be acknowledged include a person 
who provided purely technical help, writing assistance, or a department chair who provided 
only general support. Financial and material support should also be acknowledged. 
Groups of persons who have contributed materially to the paper but whose contributions do 
not justify authorship may be listed under a heading such as “clinical investigators” or 
“participating investigators,” and their function or contribution should be described—for 
example, “served as scientific advisors,” “critically reviewed the study proposal,” “collected 
data,” or “provided and cared for study patients.” 
 
The Uniform Requirements are designed for bio-medical journals. In the case of articles to 
be submitted to others such as policy or social science journals, it is recommended that 
appropriate interpretation of these conditions be applied. For example, ‘conception’ might 
be extended to embrace ‘theory’ or ‘taxonomy’. Occasionally it may be permissible to relax 
the requirement that all three Vancouver requirements be met (for example, conditions (b) 
and/or (c) may be waived in the event of a contributor’s sickness or death, provided that 
condition (a) is met). There should be an awareness that the condition is being waived for 
specific and defensible reasons. Note that criterion (1) includes the important qualifier 
“substantial” whereas criterion (2) does not contain a qualifier apart from “critically” in 
revision, which must be designed, amongst other reasons, to avoid entitling copy editors the 
right of authorship. 
 
The basic principle underpinning the procedure described below follows that advocated in a 
fairly extensive literature (some of which is listed below) in using an algorithm 
 identifying a set of types of scientific contribution  
 assigning each a weight  
 scoring each potential author’s contribution  
 multiplying each score by its appropriate weight  
 and summing the results.  
In addition, the process of scoring etc. is to be done through discussion and agreement. 
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Procedure 
1. The determination of authorship and name order is a group activity, to be done 
explicitly at a meeting of all with a claim to authorship. It is suggested that a 
provisional listing and order be agreed at a suitably early point in the history of a 
project (for example, when the writing-up is begun) and then finalized when writing-
up is complete. 
2. The scoring may be done by each either of his/her own contribution, or of another’s, 
or of both (for the purpose of discussion) – to be decided before the scoring process 
begins. 
3. The definition and scoring of scientific authorship roles is adapted from JAMA (2000, 
p. 111) and AJPH (1998).  
 There are four categories of contribution, A, B, C and D, with weights of 5, 4, 3 
and 1 respectively; 
 There are four values for the size and/or quality of each individual’s 
contribution, zero, low, medium or high, with scores of 0, 1, 2, and 3 for each 
of the four categories. 
Where there is doubt about the interpretation of a category of contribution, this 
should be openly discussed and resolved. 
4. For authorship, a minimum of 20 points is required (note: the highest possible score 
in category D is insufficient to earn authorship). 
5. The total score determines the name order (ties to go in alphabetical order of 
author’s surnames) 
6. Scores 1 < 20 entitle the person to appropriate footnote acknowledgement. 
 
 
 8 
 
Category and weight   Role      Score  Weighted 
Score 
 
A (5)   Conception & design          
    
Methods & protocol development        
 
Collection data 
 
Laboratory analysis                              
 
Statistical and other forms of  
applied analysis & interpretation   
  
 
  
B (4)   Drafting of MS in part or whole   
 
   Critical textual revisions for substantial 
   scientific content (NOT copy-editing)  
 
 
C (3)   Routine stats procedures 
 
   Project coordination    
    
   Routine data/literature searches   
 
   Data coding     
 
   Routine interviewing    
 
   Other routine research tasks   
 
 
D (1)   General statistical advice    
 
   General search advice     
 
   General Systematic Review advice   
 
   Admin, technical or material support  
 
   General editorial advice/support    
 
 
Total score for this person       
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Resolution of authorship disputes 
Disputes e.g. who has a right to be an author or the order of authorship should initially be 
handled informally within the project team. If not resolved satisfactorily within the project 
team, the Division Director(s) will meet with the project team to air, address, and attempt to 
mediate the authorship dispute. If desired by any of the parties, the mediation may be 
facilitated by a neutral party, chairing the meeting, but not taking part in judging the issue. If 
the authorship dispute remains unresolved, the Director Generals of the collaborating 
institutions will be the final arbiter. After consultation with the project team to review and 
discuss the issues, the Director Generals will make the final decision. The Director Generals 
may appoint an ad hoc committee to serve as advisors. 
 
Disagreements over authorship, should be resolved by the Senior Author in collegial 
consultation with the other authors.  When the matter does not reach resolution among the 
authors than the Program Leader shall arbitrate.  Should the authors fail to accept the 
arbitration of the Program Leader the matter will be decided by the DDG Research whose 
decision will be final.   
 
Graduate student authorship  
For publications coming out of graduate research work of a Graduate Fellow the student is 
listed as the senior author and the senior faculty member (supervisor) as the second 
authors. In other cases, where the publication is not an output, directly, from the Graduate 
fellow’s research project , the supervisor or faculty would take a decision on providing 
authorship to Graduate Fellow who would have contributed to authorship by following the 
criteria’s stated above.  
 
In case of the Graduate Fellows, the university under which the student has registered and 
the host institution, both should be acknowledged. The contact address of the Graduate 
Student author can be the host institution. 
   
Accountability  
Several journals now require to have incorporated in the list of contributions the 
responsibility of each author for various parts of the project as it is acknowledged that no 
one author can guarantee the integrity of a collaborative work. If there is more than one 
individual in a category, those who take responsibility should be identified. These 
responsible individuals should be persons with regular institutional appointments whenever 
possible, to increase their stake in providing this assistance.  
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Example memorandum of understanding on co-
authorship 
 
  
Sponsor: [Insert name of the sponsor(s)] 
  
Project Title: [Insert name of the Project] 
 
Collaborating Institutions: [Insert names of the Institutions] 
 
Term of the Project: [Insert start date and end date] 
 
 PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR (s) INSTITUTION & DEPARTMENT 
1.  
2.  
 CO- PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR (s) INSTITUTION & DEPARTMENT 
1.  
2.  
 
1. General Terms  
 
1.1 This MoU shall govern the determination of authorship of research outputs for 
publication under this Project. The determination of issues of authorship will include the 
attribution of authorship, ranking of authorship and acknowledgements. 
 
1.2 The Principal Investigator(s) shall be responsible for leading a participatory discussion 
with all the study participants/research members (hereinafter referred to as the 
Participants). The aim of this discussion will be to:- 
 
a) Ensure a clear understanding of the research outputs  
b) Ensure a clear understanding of what is required of co-authors on each paper or 
publication.  
c) Ensure a clear understanding of what level of contribution will merit senior 
authorship 
d) Develop a tentative Order of Authorship at the outset of the Project. A sample form 
which may be used to allocate authorship is contained in Annex 1 hereto. 
 
1.3 The signatories to this MoU affirm that the Participants have read, understood and 
agree to all responsibilities and attribution arrangements as outlined in this MoU. 
 
1.4 No variation or amendment to this MoU shall be effective unless in writing and signed 
on behalf of each Participant by the Principal Investigators or other duly authorized 
person (as the case may be).  
 
1.5 This MoU shall be effective from ----------------- to -------------------and will cover the entire 
project period of the award.  
 
1.6 All disputes arising between the Participants or relating to this MoU, or the breach, 
termination, or invalidity thereof shall be settled through direct negotiation between the 
Participants. If not resolved satisfactorily within the Participants, the Theme Director(s) 
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will meet with the Participants to mediate the authorship dispute. If the authorship 
dispute remains unresolved, the Director Generals of the collaborating institutions will 
be the final arbiter. After consultation with the Participants to review and discuss the 
issues, the Director Generals will make the final decision. The Director Generals may 
appoint an ad hoc committee to serve as advisors. 
 
1.7 This MoU is entered into in good faith and is not intended by the Parties to be legally 
binding upon them and shall not constitute any obligation capable of raising any legal 
liability on the part of either Party.  
 
Signed by:  
 
Principal Investigator Principal Investigator  
 
Name:                      Name:  
 
Signature:                        Signature:  
   
 
Address:                      Address: 
 
 
 
Date:                                                             Date: 
 
 
                                                                                                                                      Annex 1 (clause 
1.2 (d)) 
 
Allocation of Contributions 
 
List each individual’s responsibilities for carrying out tasks specified in the workplan for the research 
study: 
  
CONCEPT (the idea for the research or article, framing the hypothesis).  
 
 
DESIGN (planning the methods to generate results) 
 
  
SUPERVISION (oversight and responsibility for the organization and course of the 
project and the manuscript )  
 
 
RESOURCES(dollars, equipment, space, personnel vital to the project) 
 
  
MATERIAL (biological materials, reagents, referred patients)  
 
 
DATA COLLECTION &/or PROCESSING (responsibility for doing experiments, 
managing patients, organizing and reporting data ) 
 
 
ANALYSIS &/or INTERPRETATION (responsibility for making sense of and 
presenting the results ) 
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LITERATURE SEARCH (responsibility for this necessary function)  
 
 
WRITING (responsibility for creating all or a substantive part of the manuscript)  
 
 
CRITICAL REVIEW (reworking the manuscript for intellectual content before 
submission, not just spelling and grammar checking)  
  
 
OTHER (for novel contributions)   
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
